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Appendix B - Working Group and Task Force Meetings 

LNPAWG. T&O Task Force. and WWITF meetings were scheduled concurrently, 
generally on a monMy basis in various cities throughout the United States. 

Week Of 
June 30. 1997 
July 28. 1997 
August 18. 1997 
September 
October IO ,  1997 
November 10, 1997 
December 8, I997 
January 7, 1998 
February 9. 1998 
March 16, 1998 
Apn! 13. 1998 

City & State 
Chicago, IL 
Atlanla GA 
Washington DC 
no meeting 
Washington DC 
Waslungton DC 
Tampa FL 
Kansas Ciry, MO 
Dallas. TX 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
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Appendix C -Architecture & Administrative Plan for Local Number 
Portability (see separate attachment) 
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Appendix D - Rate Center Issue 

1.1 Cover Letter to the NANC 

January, 7, 1998 

Dear Alan Hasselwander. 

T h e  attached documentarian package communicates IO the Nonh American Numbering Council 
(NANC) an issue thar has been diligently worked in the Wireless Wireline Integration Task Force 
(WWITF) lor several months wihou t  resolullon. This issue has been termed by the W T F  
“rate center disparity ’’ The rask force concludes that there 1s a difference. within the context of 
Service Provider Pombiliry, between poning P subscriber. from a wireline service provider Io a 
wueless service provider, and. from a wireless service provider to a wireline service provider. 
However. there is a lack o f  consensus as IO whether this difTerence W ~ K U I ~ S  a policy change from 
the NANC. 

There are three kcy questions detailed within the documentation for which Local Number 
Ponability Architecture Workins Group ( L N P A N G )  is seeking direction born the NANC. These 
questions need to be resolvcd before the L N P A N C  Repon to the NANC on wireless and wlrcllne 
mtegration can be complercd. The questions are: 

Docs the difference in the scopc of porring capabilities beween wuclcss and wueline 
service providen create a comperitive disadvantage which would be inconsisrenr with the 
FCC’s objectives for numbenng? 
Ifso, is th is  campeiirive disadvantage overridden by the FCC‘s order to implement 
wueless - wuelinc ponability to encourage CMRS - wireline competition? 
Would the mabllit]i ut cenain situations for a wueless end user. staying at the same 
location, IO keep rheu teiephone number when changing io a wireline service provider be 
acceptable from a statutory or reeulatory penpccrive? 

The L N P A N G  repon on wueless and wlreline mtegmtion is due to rhe NANC on May IS. 1998. 
In order for the L N P A N G  to meet this requirement it is necessa~y for [he NANC to  resolve this 
dispute. The subsequent duection should be fonhcommg by March 16. I998 so that 
recommendations can be  included m the Inlegation Repon due May 18.1998. 

Respfftfully, 

Woody Kerkeslager Terry Appenzeller 
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1.2 Background Information 

Report from Wireless Wireline Integration Task Force 
to the North American Numbering Council (1120/98) 

Rate Center Issue 

Issue Statement: Ir is recognized that there is a difference within the contern of Service 
Provider Portability with respec1 10 porting a subscriber from a: 

Wireline Service Provider to a wireless service provider and 
0 Wireless Service Provider to a wireline service provider 

Wirhin the WWITF. there is a lack of consensus whether the difference 
constitules a lack of cornpetirive parir). 

Background Material 

Wireless - Wireline Service Provider Portability 

1.1 Wireline Rating Architecture 

The fundamental building block ofrhe wuelme ratfflg architecture is the  rate center. A rate center 
is a geopph i ca l  area which utilizes a common geogaphical point of reference. called a rating 
point and defmed by venical and horizontal (VN)  coordinates. for distance measuremenls 
associated with call rating. In Figure I ,  a call from a customer in Rate Center D to another 
customer in Rate Ccnter I would be rated on the basis o f  the distance between their respective 
V/H cwrdinates. 

A rate center may encompass a single wise center area. a ponion of a wire center or multiple wire 
center areas. Rare Center I (Figure I )  m i g t  consist of multiple Incumbent Local Exchange 
Carrier (ILEC) wire center a r e a  while Rate Ccnter 3 might include only a single wire center area. 
Rate center boundaries are approved by s a t e  commissions. 

1.2 Wireline Local Calling Areas 

Calls between customers located in different rate centers may be billed at local flat rate, local 
measured rate or toll. The local calling area may be defmed in several different ways. Each local 
exchange carrier defmes its own originatmg calling area which are mcluded in their lariffs filed 
with state commissions. In some states the distance between the originating and terminating rate 
center V M  coordinales provide the basis for h e  differentiation benveen local and toll calling (e.g. 
less than I2 miles is local and 12 miles or greater is loll). In other stales lOCal Calling arcas are not 
distance sensitive. but are defmcd on the basis of peogaphy as shown in Figure I .  These local 
Calling areas frequenrly encompass multiple ILEC rate centers. 

1.3 Wireline NXX Assignment 
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For ILECs. Nxxs are generally assigned to individual cenml office switchu for use in their 
respective geographic wire center serving area witbm a rate center. Competitive LQA Exchange 
Cmers (CLECs) arc expected to have fewer switches than the imbedded ILEC architecture. 
CLEC wire center serving a r m  may encompass not only multiple ILEC wire centen. but also 
multiple m e  centers. For example. a CLEC mighr have a single switch serving one or more 
MSAs. In order to maintain rate center mtegriry and avoid consumer confusion, in most areas 
CLECs will need a minimum of one NXX for each rate center within their planned service m a .  
These Nxxs  will be used for CLEC customers that arc nor porring a ILEC telephone number. 
For example. in Figure I, a CLEC wishing to serve customers located in the central zone and tier 
I would need 8 NXXs. one fwrarc centers I through 8. 

1.4 Wireline TN Auignment 

A customer is assigned a telephone number based on their pbysical location. ILEC customen will 
be assigned a telephone numbcr from the Nxx(s) assiped to the switch that serves the wire 
center and rate center area m which the customer is physically Ixated. CLEC customm will be 
assigned a telephone number from the NXX(s) assigned to the CLEC for the rate center area in 
which the customer is physically located. These assignment procedures ensure the retention of the 
rating spucmre intepty. 

2.1 Wlreless Rnling Architecture 

Wireless carriers have flexibility in defming their ow0 rating architectures. Factors in determining 
how to rate a call may include time. distance, whether the call is mobile to mobile versus mobile 
to land. time-of-day, aad aggregate minutes of use per month. Wirclcss carrien M not regulated 
at the state or federal level concerning prices or raring, nor arc they limited to incorporaring 
originating and termmating rate centers in their rate smctures. Their rating m c t u r e  is solely a 
business decision. 

L2 Wireless Loml Calling Areas 

Since they have flexibility in determining their rating S ~ C N I + S ,  wueless carriers defme local 
calling ares  to meet the competitive nee& o f  the markets. Wireless canien have no domestic 
requirements to file state or federal tariffs. However. all wirelcss carriers have the concept of 
calling areas in which no additional toll charges arc applied for calls. In some cases. this may be 
based on: 

ETA (Basic Trading Area), 
hiTA (Major Trading Area). 
RSA (Rural Serving Area) 
MSA (Metropolitan Statistical Area), 
state 
Combination of States 
LATA (Local Access Transport Areas) 
NPAs 

In addition, these can be combined in a vmiety ofways with the above radng schemes. 

2.3 Wirelac  NXX Assignmenu 

NXX codes that arc assigned to w k l m  carriers arc associated to a specific wircline rate center 
and are communicated via the LERG. Tbue  are assigncd to wireline me centers in order to 
accomplish land to mobile rating. However, once NPA-NXXs arc assigned to a wireless carrier. 
wirekss carriers may select any OM oftheir NPA-NXXs when alloCarmg n u m b  to a subscriber. 
The WSP may select a pmicular NPA-NXX value based on customer d e s k  of calling mas for 
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land to mobile calls, mobile to land calls. or a combmation of both. Alternatively, a wireless 
camer may choose to select an NPA-NXX value that i s  physically closest to the subscnber billing 
address. rhcre are no srale or federal requirernenls to associate an NPA-NXX for a new subscriber 
based on their residence, billing, or other location. For example in Figure Z RCs (Rate Center) 2 - 
7 have local calling to RC I .  and RCs B - E. 7, 8 have local calling IO RC A. Note that RCs A - E 
are located m NPA 2 .  Assuming there was customcr demand for these calling scopes the WSP 
might assign an NXX from NPAl (214-543) lo RC I as 0 wueless exchange W-5 and an N X X  
from NPA2 (972-234) to RC A as a wireless exchange W-l I 

2.4 Wireless Telepbone Number Assignment 

The cu tomen  physical. rcsidential. busmess, or billing location i s  not a necessary rcquiremcnt in 
detennming which numbers are assigned. Rather. facton such as originating or terminating 
calling scopes rn relationship to wireline networks may be a detenninmg factor. The NPA-NXX 
portion o f a  telephone number of a wireless subscriber may be selecred based on the criteria 
described above in Section 2.3. There is no requirement that a subscriber limit their service usage 
to cemm mte centen. nor is their physical locaiion necessarily a determining factor in which 
number they are assigned. In Figure 2. if a customer whose billing address w a  located in RC X1 
wanted lo have local calls IO their wireless phone from callers located in RCs I -  8, they would be 
assigned a telephone number from an NXX m wireless exchange W-5 ( 2  14-543) assigned to RC 
I 

3.0 Limitalioni on the Scope olScrvice Provider Portability 

Due to the need to ensure proper rating and routmg of calls, the NANC LNF’A Architecrure Task 
Force agreed that service provider portability was lunited to moves within an ILEC rate center. 
Section 7.3 ofthe NANC LNP Architecture & Adminisrrative Plan repon which has been adopted 
by h e  FCC, states, “ponabiliry is iechnically limited IO rate cenrerimte dismct boundaries ofthe 
incumbcnr LEC due to ratmgirouting concerns”. As shown in Figure 3, a wireline cusiorner C D U I ~  
move from the northeast corner of RC I to the southwcst comer of the same rate c a t e r  and pon 
theu number, either when changing service providers or for P move within their own network. 
However a wueline customer could not move benveen RC I and RC 2 and retain their telephone 
number 

4.0 Location Portability 

Location portability will extend the scope of number portability beyond rate center or local calling 
area boundaries. but there are numerous significant issues that must be addressed in setting the 
scope of location ponability. These issues include. but are not limited to: the loss of the I + toll 
identifier that some state regulators have maintained is a significant consumer issue. the ability IO 

determine b e  junsdictional name of calk to numbers that have been poned across a state 
boundary. the ability to recognize an interLATA call for routing to the customer’s preferred 
interexchange carrier, the impact of porting beyond a geogaphical NF’A boundary, consumer 
confusion issues. and development of the means IO rate and bill calls for all of the above polenrial 
scenarios. The question of location ponabiliry was delegated to the states by the FCC in their 
First Report and Order and Funher Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket 9s-I 16, 
~tlca.~cd 7/%96. 

5.0 Example Porting Scenarios 

The following scenarios reflect rate center limitations included in Section 3.0. See F i y e s  4A 
4D. 
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Scenano A ~ Wireline subscnber with ielephone number 2 14-789-2222. located in RC 7 ,  wishes 
to change to wireless service while remaining at the same location. 

Porting would be permissible as long as the wireless service provider has established an 
i n t e r c o ~ e c i  a p e m e n 1  for calls to this wireless telephone number in RC 4 

Scenario B - Wireline subscriber, 214-456-1 1 I I locatcd in RC 4 is moving to RC 6 and wishes I O  

change 10 wireless service. 

Poning would be permissible as long as the wireless service provider has  established an 
interconnect agreement for calls to this wireless telephone number in RC 4 Because thc 
subscriber will have terminal mobility and the acmal locaiion of the phone will vary. the move of 
the billing locaiion IO anorher n t e  center does not impact rating. 

Scenario C - Wireless subscriber, 972-234-5555. whose billing lxation is in RC A,  wishes io 
change IO wirclinc scrvicc providcr while remaining at the same locarion. 

Pomng would be permissible because rhe wireless NPA-NXX. 972-234. is assigned to RC A and 
the subscriber is locaicd in RC A .  

Scenario D - Wireless subscriber. 972-234-3333. whose billing locaiion is in RC F. wishes io 
change to wireline service. 

Poning would nor be permissible because the subscriber is locaied in RC F and the subscriber's 
telephone number is %signed to RC A. If this wcrc allowed calls from other customen located in 
RC F to this subscnber would be roll since calls from RC F to RC A are toll and the poned 
ielephone number would be associated wirh RC A 

6.0 Parity lsrues 

The above examples provide only a small sample of polenrial poning scenarios !fall of the 
potential scenarios werc cxammcd, the following panerns would emcrge: 

Ponmg from a wirelme service provider to a wireless service provider is permitted as long as the 
subscnber's initial rate center is within ~e WSP's service area and the WSP has established 
inierconncciioNbusmess arrangerncnrs for calls to wireless numbers within that m e  center This 
could apply even when rhe subscnber is moving to another LATA because of the iermmal 
mobility charactensiic of almost all wueless applications. With terminal mobility the subscriber 
can be physically locaied anywhere 

Porting from a wireless servicc provider to a wireline service providcr is only allowed when the 
subscnber's physical location is within the wireline rate center associared with the wireless NPA- 
NXX. 

This creates a difference from an end user perspective when porting from a wireline to wueless 
service provider versus poning from a wueless IO a wireline service provider. This difference is 
due to the inherent differences in service areas and terminal mobility beween wireline and 
wireless service providerr~ 

7.0 Federal Statutory and Regulatory Policies 

Defmirion of Service Provider Ponabiliry - Section 3, Telecommuoications Act of 1996. "The 
term 'number portabiliry' means the ability of usen of telecommunications services io retain, ai 
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the same location. existing relecommunicartons numbers without impamenr of quality, 
reliability. or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.’’ 

Federal Policv Obiectives for Numbennq - Repon and Order, CC Docket No. 92-137 Released 
7/13/95 . Administration ofthe plan (NANP) must seek to facilitate enay into the communications 

markerplace by making numbenng resources available on an efficienr timely basis 10 
communicaiions service providers. 
Administration of the NANP should not unduly favor or disadvanrage any panicular 
industry segmeni or group of consumers. 
Adminisuation ofthe NANP should not unduly favor one rechnology over another. The 
NANP should be largcly technology neuml 

. 

. 
Location Ponabiliw - FUSI Repon and Order and Funher Nottcc of Proposed Rulemaking in CC 
Docket 95-1 16. releared lRi96. l b e  FCC delcgatcd [he question of location ponability to the 
states. The FCC stated in paragaph 186. “To avoid the consumer confusion and other 
disadvanrages inherent in requuing location ponability, however, we believe sure regulatory 
bodies should determme. consistent with the Order. whether io require camers to provide locanon 
ponability. We believe the states should address this issue because we rccognize rhat “rate 
ccnters” and local calling areas have been created by mdividual stale commissions, and may v e  
from state to state ” 

Ponabilitv between CMRS and Wircline Servicc Providers - Firs1 Repon and Order and Funher 
Notice of Proposed Ruiemakmg in CC Docker 95- I 16. released 7:2196.“ 

9 Paragraph 155: “This mandate is in h e  public Lnteren because ir will promote competirion 
among cellular. broadband PCS. and covered SMRcarners. as well as among CMRS and 
wirclinc providers. We thcrcfore include those carriers in our mandate to provide long term 
service provider ponability ~ ’ ’  
Paragraph 160: “We funher conclude that number portability will promote comperirion 
bctwecn CMRS and wirelinc scrvice providers as CMRSproviders offer compamble local 
exchange and f l e d  commercial mobile radio remices . . Finally in the Fixed CMRS Norice. 
the Commission rentarively concluded h i  PCS and cellular providers wil l  provide fued 
CMRIi local loop sery~ces. and rhar such c ~ ~ r i i e r x  will direcrlv compere wirh rradifional 
wireline local exchange cur,ers. We believe, for the reasons stared above. rhat service 
provider ponability will encourage CMRS-wircline competition. creating incentives for 
c a m e n  IO reduce pnces for relecommunications services and io invest in innovative 
technologies. and enhancing flexibility for usen of telecommunications services.” 
P a r a p p h  161. .. ..Several panics have indicated that at least some CMRS providers intend 
to compete with wireline camen in The local exchange marker. To do so effectively. CMRS 
carriers are I i L I v  IO change their prlcrng srrucrures IO resemble more closely wrreline pricing 
srrucrures.” 

8.0 Key Escalation Issun 

There are h e  key questions which need to be resolved before a method for wueline wireless 
portability can be selected. 

Does the difference in the scope of porring capabilities between wireless and wireline service 
providen create a competitive disadvantage which would be inconsistent with the FCC’s 
objectives for numbering? 

“ Iralics in following excerpts added for cmphasis. 
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If so, does this comperirive disadvanrage override by h e  FCC's order 10 implement wireless - 
wircline portability 10 encouraEe CMRS - wirelinc cornperirion? 
Would the inabilir). m certain siruanons for a wireless end user. sraying a1 the same location. 
to keep theu telcphonc number when chvlgmg IO a wueline service provider acceptable from 
a srarurorj or regularorj perspective'! 

37 



May 8 .  1998 N o n h  American Numbertng Counc~l  
LNPA Working Group Repon 

on Wireless Wireline Integration 

APPENDIX A 

Potential Alternative Methods  10 Achieve Parity Considered 

I .  Require assignment of N X X s  to wueless service providers on a per rate center basis, and require 
arsignment oftelephone numbers to wireless cutomers  based on theu  billing location. 
A. This would havc a significant negative impact on NPA exhaust. 
B. There is no technical need from a routmg or ratlng perspective withm the wueless service 
provider’s network for this rcsmction since with terminal mobility the physical billing locanon of a 
wueIess set is not relevanr. 
11. Require alignment of local service areas between wireless and wuclinc servicc providers 

federally and since local callmg are% for wireline service providers are largely regulated on a 
slate basis. 

Wireline local service areas arc resmcted from extending beyond LATA boundnies 
Require wireless and  wuel ine  service providers to adopt the same n t i n g  methods. 

Same j~uisdic t ional  problems as descnbed in B. 
Many state regulators (and consumers) would not be in favor of mandatory measwed rate 

Wireless rdtmg methods are business decisions and are nor subject to regulation. 

A. This is problematic from a jurisdictional basis since wireless service providers are regulatcd 

E. 

A. 
B. 

C. 

beyond the rate center. NPA boundary. state and LATA. 
A.  
B. 

wireless service provider has a g e e d  to adopt nurnbenng a s s i p e n r  and portability mles consistent 
with wireline service providers 
A.  

provider changes 
A~ 

Ill. 

service for wuelme service. 

Defer wireless portabilit?. unnl state commission order unplementarion of location ponabilily IV 

Location pombil i ty  would be vcry complex and costly to implcment. 
Locanon pombil i ty  has been delegated to state commissions. 

V. Limit wireless - wirclinc ponabiliry to fLxed locationlnon-roaming wireless services wherc the 

Does noi provide full wireless - wucline portability 
VI. Limit service provider ponabilir). io intra-wirelinc service provider and inma-wirelcss service 

Not compiiant wilh lhe FCC requirements in rheir F i n t  Repon and Order 

1.3 Wireline Position Paper 

Wireless Wireline Integration Task Force 
Rate Center Issue Position Paper 

North American Numbering Council 
January 20,1998 

EXECUTTVf. SUMMARY 

The paper addresses the three key questions k i n g  referred to the NANC by the WWITF: 

I .  Does the difference in scope of poning capabilities between wireless and wireline service 
providers create a competitive disadvantage which would be inconsistent wilh the FCC’S 
objectives for numbering? 
If so. is this competinve disadvantage ovemdden by the FCC’s order to unplement wireless . 
wireline pombility to encourage CMRS - wireline competition? 
Would the inabiliry in c c m i n  SiNatlOnS for a wireless end user. staytng at the s m e  location , 
to keep theu telephone number when changing to a wireline service provider be acceptable 
born a statutory or regulatory pcrspective? 

2. 

3 .  
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1. 

All panies recognize that a difference exis= in the scope of number portability when p o ~ i n ~  from 
a wireless IO a wireline service provider as compared to poning horn a wueline to a wireless 
service provider. Ponmg from a wireline to a wireless service provider is virmally unlimtted - rhe 
end user can be physically located anywhere. while poning from a wireless to a wireline service 
provider is narrowly limited to the situation where the wueless end user is physically located 
wilhin the rate center associated with the NPA-NXX ofthe end user’s telephone number. This is 
a significant dispanry in pomng capabilities which would create a distinct competitive 
disadvantage to wireline semice providers. This is clearly not m compliance with rhe FCC.s 
Policy Objectives for Numbering rn that i t  unduly disadvantages an indusuy segrnenr wirelme 
service providers. and it unduly favors wireless technology. 

Some wireless participants have argued that resolution of this disparity i s  OOI a prcrequisite to 
meeting the FCC’s ordered irnplerncntarion of serv~ce provider portability bcnveen wireless and 
w k l i n e  service providen They suggest ihat the disparity IS  not unreasonable compared to the 
benefit ofponability to foster CMRS - wireline compctition and rhus is overridden by the FCC’s 
mandate to integrate wireless into number ponabiliry It is not plausible that the FCC would 
condone the imposition of a significant competirive disadvantage on a competing industry 
segnent. wireline camers. rn order IO encourage competition benvecn w o  utdusoy segmenrs. 
The FCC’s orders on number ponabiliry were nor to rhe exclusion of their Policy Objectives for 
Numbering. Competitive panty is not optional. 

Finally, implementation of wireless - wireline number ponabibility must be compliant with the 
defmition of portability contamed in the Telecommunications Act of 1996. that is. a end user 
slaying at  the same location must able to change service providers and retain theu telephone 
number. With the current methodarchitecrure. wireless customem stayutg at the same location 
would nor be able to retain their number when they change to a wireline service provider ifthev 
are physically located outside of the rate center associared with the NPA-NXX of theu  assigned 
telephone number 

The attached paper addresses h e s e  issues further and examines alternatives for the introduction of 
WUCICSS - wireline number portabiliy within rhe scope of the FCC’5 policy objectives for 
numbering. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

The following is responsive to the FCC‘r directive that the NANC develop standards and 
procedures necessary to provide for CMRS participation in local number portability. I t  IS 

no1 an endorsement o f  number portabilie between CMRS providers or between CMRS 
and wirelute service providers. 

There are w o  key cnreria that any service provider portability method must meet: I) 
rare cenrer r n t e y q ,  which is required in the wireline i n d u s q  to ensure the ability Io 
properly rate, bill and route calls, and 2) competitive parity which is a principle 
fundamental IO all FCC orders dealing wilh numbering and competitive issues. 

A. 

B. 

11. DISCUSSION A N D  IMPACTS 

A. Rate Center Integnty 

1 .  Section 7.3 of  the Architectwe Task Force repon which was adopted by the 
FCC states “portability is technically limited IO rate centerhate disuict 
boundaries o f  the incumbent LEC due IO taringlrouting concerns.” It also noted 
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that additional bound- lmin t ions  could be required due to E91 I or NPA 
serving rctmcdons. i\lthou@ this onginally addressed oniy wuclinc service 
providers, service provider ponabiliry between wireline and wucless service 
providers via LRN continues to be technically limited to the rate ccnter. 

2 Rate centers have been established by s u e  regulators. and are the fundamenral 
building block for rollilocal differentiation. toll rating and network routing. 
Rate center integnty (consistent m e  center boundaries) is essential to maintain 
these capabilities. Inconsistencies create mbiguities in identifying a 
terminatmg customer's location which UI turn create inconsistencies in 
origlnating calling scopes and toll raring, consumer confusion and potential 
problems routmg to a customer's presubscribed intraLATA or interLATA 
camer 

3 .  Additionally, rhe initial introduction of numbering pwling is planned at the rate 
center level. Ra1e center consistency is  a requisiie p m  of that mooduction. and 
inconsistencies would unnecessanly complicate and delay the introduction of 
pooling or could create the need for multiple pools. 

8.  Competitive Par in  

The FCC's "Policy Objecnves for Numbering" included in their Repon and 
Order. CC Docket No. 92-231 Released 7/13/95 provides overarching principles 
for all NANP issues: 

Admmisnarion of rhc pian W A N P )  must seek to facilitate e n q  into the 
communications rnarketplacc by maklng numbering resources available on an 
efficient, iimcly b s i s  to cornmunicalions service providers. 
Adminishation of the NANP should not unduly favor or disadvantage any panicular 
indusrry scgmcnt or group of consumers. 
.Administmion of the NANP should not unduly favor one technology over anorher. 
Thc NANP snould be larpely technology neutral 

Currently available wireless-wueline poning methodologies proposed in the 
WWlTF have met the cnienon of rate center inievnty within the technical 
limitations of LRN service provider ponabilitv. but have not met the criterion of 
competitive panty included m ihe FCC', Policy Objectives f o r N u m k n n g  and 
heir orders addressmg interconneclion and uther comperitivc ISSUCS. 

A s  mdicated in  Senion 6.0 u i t h e  Repon from Wireless Wuclinc Inteqation 
T u k  Force to the N o h  American Numbering Council (1216/97), 

"Ponmg from a wireline service provider IO a wircicsr scrvice provider is 
permitted as long as the subscnber's initial rare center is within the WSP'S 
service area and the WSP harr established intcrcomectionibusiness arrangements 
for calls to wireless numbers within that rate ccnter. T h i s  could apply even 
when the rubscribcr is rnovmg to anolher LATA bccause o f t h e  terminal 
mobilily chancrensiic of almost a11 wlrclcss applications. With terminal 
mobility thc subrcnber can be physically located anywhere. 

Ponlng from a wmless  service provider to a wireline servicc provider IS oniy 
allowed when rhe subscriber's physical location IS within the wireline rate center 
associated with the wireless NPA-NXX." 
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Since wireless telephone numbers are not =signed based on the physical service 
location of the end user, it ir expected that in the majonty ofcases wireless end 
u s e n  will not be physically located within the rate center area. These end usen  
would have to change their number to change to wuelme service. This disparity 
clcarly favors the wireless indusny segment and creates an unfair competitive 
disadvantage to the wucline indusny segment. 

The root causes of this dispanr). are inherent differences in rating methods, 
service areas. terminal mobility and number assignment methods between 
wireline and wireless service providers and technical LRN limilations A 
number of potential alternatives to eliminate f i i s  disparity while maintaining 
m c  centcr mtegnty have bccn identified and considered, but none wcrc found to 
be practical solutions. Two of these alternatives are examined more closely in 
Sections 2.3 -2.4. 

4 .  

.. T 

C.  Rate Center ConsolidationiModification 

I .  Somc wireless panicipanrs havc mdicated that the problem is solely due to 
limitations of the wireline service providers' billing sysrcms and rate center 
smcture .  which if modified. would alleviate 811 concerns. Rate centers. which 
are the fundamental building block of wueline rating systems, have been created 
by mdividual state commissions. Wireless service does not utilize rare centers 
other than for rating of calls from wueline end useo.  As indicated in Section 
2.1 of thc  12/16/97 rcpon IO the NANC. wireless carriers have flexibility in 
defining their ratmg architecture - it is solcly a business decision. Bcsidcs the 
issue of preemption of the smte regdators  nghrs to establish ratc cenrer 
boundaries. forced modification o f  wuellne or wireless rating systems is not an 
appropriate solution. 

Ratc ccntcr consolidation has also been suggested as an alternative IO eliminate 
rhis dispanty. Ratc center consolidation is being considered by somc state 
commissions as L means IO conserve NXX codes. I f  ordered by state. it  would 
enlarge the geographic area of B rate center which in would reduce the 
disparity in pontng. However, wireless service areas are not limited to rate 
centers. but can extend beyond rate cenrer. NPA, smte and LATA boundaries. so 
enlargmc the rille center will not elimmate the dispanty. Addiiionally 
consolidation may not be appropnatc in many srates. and as indicated in 2.3. I .  
forced consolidarions would raise the issue of preemption ofwhat the FCC h a s  
recognized as a state matrer. 

-. 7 

D. Numbering Alignment 

I. Tbis alternative assumed that both wirclcss and wireline service providcrs would 
use the same NXX and telephone number assignment tules and conventions to 
meet the rate center integnty and panty cnrena. This would requue wireless 
service providers to be assigned an NXX for each rate center in which they 
offered service and the assignment o f  telephone numbers based on the physical 
location of the wireless customer. 

This alternative was discardcd because of thc impact on NPA cxhaust and thc 
fact that there is no technical need from a routing or rating perspective within 
h e  wireless service provider's network for this resmction. Because mos 
wkless  applications include terminal mobiliry, there is no technical 

2 .  
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requuernenr for association of the telephone number and a geographic location 
of the user. 

111. Conclusionr/Recommendations 

A.  T h e  FCC’s mandate for service provider ponabiliry beween wireless and wireline 
service providers was nor a separate and distinct order bur rather was part of a complex 
senes of orders on number portabiliry and n u m b e m s  pnnciples in gencral. I t  therefore 
cannot be considercd in isolation. but must be considered in context of the other 
requuemenu specified by the FCC including the mtnimum performance cntena. 
delegation of location portability to the states. and policy objectives for numbenng. 
Panty between sen ice  providers is a minimum criteria for ponability between wuehss 
and uueline sen ice  providers 

In their Second Repan and Order the FCC directed the NANC to develop standards and 
procedures nccessary io provide for CMRS provider paniciparion in number portability 
and to provide recommendations to [he Commission. The FCC recognized that changes 
IO local number portability standards and procedwcs would probably be needed to 
support wireless number ponabtlity and thnr differences m service area boundaries 
between wirelme and wueless service would need to be considered. However. neither 
rhe FCC or the indusuy understood the complexity or the scope of the changes that 
ponabiliry beween wireless and wireline service providers would entail. 

The W T F  began an in depth discussion ofthese issues in its August 1997 meetmg and 
reached consensus io refer the issue to the NANC at the September NANC meeting. 
However immediately beforc the September NANC meeting several W T F  members 
complained that they had not had adcquatc tune IO review the material and disagreed that 
referral was n e c e s s q .  This has resulted in n 3 to J month delay in gening the issue 
resolved with no substantive change in the background matenal or issue thar was planned 
for the NANC in September. Much of the mtervening W T F  meetings have been spent 
debaring whether a dispariry exists and whether the dispariry needed to be resolved or if 
the existing methodiarchitecrure was adequate 

The background material provided to WITF members in August included a number of 
potential altemarivcs to resolve [he disparity However, none ofrhese provide a viable 
solution available today that meets the minimum cniena of panty and rare center 
intewr). Additionally, the available merhod’architecrwe does noi meet the definition of 
number portability found in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the FCC’s Firs1 
Repon and Order and Funher Norice of Proposed Rulemakmg (FNPRM) in CC Docker 
95-1 16 because some wireless end users saying a1 the same location would not be able 
to change to a wuchnc servicc provider and retain their ielephone number. 
Implementation of this methodarchitecture would not constitute compliance with the 
FCC’s ordered implementation of CMRS number pombiliry. 

While no method exisrs today, it is imponant ro note that no competition exists today 
between wireless and wireline services, and by most experts, neither is expected to 
provide services which will replace the other in the foreseeable future. The one 
exception to this IS wireless local loop, where wireless technology is used 10 replace the 
physical loop facility to the end user service  location^ Because this is a replacement local 
loop architecrure, rather than a service. this fixed locaiion. “on-roaming situation should 
be considered separately. 

Because no s e w c e  competition exislr and is not expccted in the foreseeable future, the 
rncommended course of action is to defer the introduction of portability b m e c n  wireless 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 
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and wirelme service providers until a clear and real competitive need exis=. This would 
allow the namral coune of competition in the marketplace to address the issues of rate 
center integnry, service areas. pricing methodology and the LNP provisioning processes 
between service providers. 

Thcre is only one technical altcmativc that has  been identified that can meet the FCC's 
requiremenu; including the minunum cntena identified above - location ponabiltty 
beyond rate center. NPA, state and LATA boundaries. I t  the Fin1 Repon and Order and 
FNPRM, n e  FCC delegated location ponabiliry to the states. "To avoid the consumer 
confusion and other disadvantages mherent in requuing location ponability. however, we 
believe sme regulatory bodies should determme. consistent with the Order. whether to 
require camen  to provide location portability. We believe the states should address this 
issue because we recognize that " m e  centers" and local calling areas have been created 
by individual state comiss ions .  and may vary from stale to state." 

Location ponabiliry is expected to be an enormous undenalting which could be at least as 
large m scope, complexiry and cost as service provider portability. In addition, it will 
have significant consumer impact due to the loss of traditional toll service indicators and 
NPA boundary resmctions. Location ponability also raises significant regdatorf and 
ju~isdicrional issues that will need to be addressed at fedcral and state levels. Location 
pombility should not be inuoduced unriladequoie marker demandemsfs to support the 
associaied enormous COSIS or until there is LI r e d  and compelling need from a 
competitive perspective and c m ~  recovery mechanisms developed. Because competition 
does not currently exist between wireless and wireline services. location pombility 
should not  be advanced to provide number portabiliry between wueless and wireline 
service providers. 

Wireless Local LoopEixed Location. Non Roammg Wireless Applications 

I .  

G. 

H.  

I. 

As nored earlier, wireless technology is being used in some instances to replace 
existing or avoid placement of physical loop facilities. and there may be a need 
10 identify a means to address number portability for these situations. In the 
Fixed CMRS Notice the Commission tentatively concludcd that wireless local 
loop would be provided by CMRS providers. however. this technology has also 
been used uirh in  the wireline indusm. In rhe p a t .  

In order for number pombil iv IO work with this fixed location application. 
wueless service providen would need to utilize wireline numbenng conventions 
including the assignment ofNXXs IO each rate center where the application is 
being used and thc assignment of relephone numbers based on the physical 
sewice locarion of h e  end user Pnor io the availability of number pooling rhis 
could create some additional pressure on N X X  codes. Howevcr. ncw NXX 
codes would onlv be required for new customers as existing wireline customen 
would already be assigned telephone numben. Considering h e  limited nature 
of h e  application and the existing ratc ofNXX code usage by wireless service 
providers. rhe increase in NXX code demand need not be significant. T h i s  
proposal would provide wueless service providen an option for participatmg in 
number ponability with wireline 5ervice providen if the need ex is red^ 

2.  

J .  Summary 

The difference UI poning capabilities between wireless and wucline service providers with 
h e  existmg methdarchitccture creates a significant competitive disadvantage to wireline 
service providers. Despite rbe absence of real competition between wireless and wireline 

43 
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service providers today this competitive dispanty is not consistent with the Commissions 
policies and should not be allowed. 
The FCC’s orden on number portability were not miended to exclude the Commission’s 
rcquuements for competitive panry and lhus do not ovemde rheu Policy Objectives for 
Numbering 
There are no alternatives currently available for wireless wireline number portability which 
meet these criteria. The current methodarchitecture does not meet the defmition of number 
ponability In the Telecommunicarionr Act of 1996. and if implemented would not constitute 
compliance with the FCC’s orders on number portability. 
Location porrability beyond rate center. NPA.  state and LATA boundaries is the only 
identified technical alternative which meen the minimum criteria for wueless - wireline 
portability. However in light of the absence of substantive wireless - wireline sewice 
competition and the complexity. scope and costs of location portability. it is recommended 
that location ponability not be advanced and that wireless - wueline pnabiliry, other than the 
fixed location applications discussed in 3.8, be delayed until a clear and rcal compctitive need 
exisrr. 

- 

1.4 Wireless Position Paper 

1.0 Executive Summary 
WWITF recognizes that fundamental differences exist between the operations of wireless and 
wireline camen. and that these differences impact Service Provider ponability with respect fo 
poning both to and from wireline and wireless service providcrs. Recognizing these differences, 
in the Number PDrlObi j i ty  Second Report and Order in CC Docket 95-1 16, the FCC mandated that 
the Nonh Amencan Numbemg Council (NANC) incorporate the wireless service providers into 
number portability NANC. in rum, ass iged  this task to the Local Number Ponabiliry 
Admmismtion Selection Working Group (LNPA WG) which established the Wireless Wireline 
h e g a t i o n  Task Force (WWITF) to identi& issues and recommend changes to the wireline- 
developed archirecrure to permit full integration of the wireless service providers. As recently as 
December 5, 1997. the FCC’; intention io include all wireless carriers. cellular, PCS and covered 
SMR. was reaffmed.  

Durmg its deliberations. the W T F  has identified a so-called “disparity” which would exist with 
the current archilecture. making it impossible for some wireless subscribers lo poK to wireline 
carriers. No  such resmction would prevent wireline subscribers from ponmg to a wireless carrier. 
This apparent”dispariry” is bascd solely on the wireline carriers’ position that the limitation of 
Service Provider ponability to the wireline-established rate centers must remain an inviolable 
provision of the number portability architecture. ,411hough there is consensus within W T F  of 
one mechanism-location number ponability-that would ameliorate the claimed “disparity,” all 
panics do not agree that location portability is a prerequisite to the implementation of Service 
Rovider ponability between wueline and wueless carriers. Indeed. no technical barrier has been 
identified which would prevent the full integration of wircless service providers mto wirellne 
pombiliry from continuing, on schedule. while the W T F  develops a solution that would give 
all telecommunicaiions usem h e  benetits of number ponability 

m e  W T F  has spent considerable effort n-ytng io rcsolve this issue. However. it has nor made 
any significant progress toward defining the changes to the existing number portability 
archirecue that would be necessary to resolve the “dispanry” issue and incorpomte wireless 
carriers. Instead, proposals have bccn made to cease the integration of wireless carriers altogelher. 
10 delay integration of wireless carriers until location portability IS ordered and fully developed or 
tO limit wireless wireline portability to only fixed-wireless alternatives to wireline se~yicc. 
ClcXlY. each of these alternatives falls shon of the FCC’s objective to enhance competition 
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berween wireless and wireline carrien. Many wireless service providers, however. believe that a 
fmd resolution of h e  “disparity” issue is urmecessq for the implementation of wireless wueline 
portability to continue. 

Lack of progcss by the W T F  does not relieve NANC from meeting its FCC directives to 
incorporate wireless. Nor is it a basis to delay or negate such aspeco of rhe Number Porrabiliry 
Second Reporr and Order It  is recommended that NANC direct WWlTT io defme a solution to 
h e  “dispantf issue and ihai wireless wireline portability will continue on schedule, wen with the 
temporary “disparity.” until a defined solution can be lmplemented. 
2.0 Assumptions 
2.1 F u n d a m e n t a l  Differences 
D h g  11s identification of issues to be addressed. W T F  developed the followmg COIIsenSUs 
description of the mhcrent assumptions of h e  defmed Service Provider pombility architecture 
when applied IO wireless wireline portability 

4 S S ~ ~ O N S  FOR WIRELESS WIRELINE SERVICE PROVIDER PORTABILITY:’! 

:OMMON: 

. 

I .  

W E L I N E  PORTING: 

I .  

!. 

WIRELESS PORTING: 

In the context of Service Provider Portability the NPA-NXX is associated with a single 
rate center. 
Call rating to the caller is based upon the NPA-NXX of the called T h  

A wireline subscriber’s physical location must be in h e  same Rate Center as defined by 
the wireline subscriber’s NPA-NXX. 
When porting 10 a wireline service provider. Common  $ 1  above still applies. 

I 

1. 

Wireless subscriber’s physical location may be different than rhe Rare Cenrer defined b) 
the NPA-NXX. 
Porting to a wireless service provider can occur as long as the rare center associated wit1 
the parting TN is geographically located within the serving area of the ported to Wireles 
Service Provider and the Wireless Service Provider has or establishes a business o r  
interconnect arrangement for incoming calls to the  ported M. 

The fundamental difference between wuelme and wireless service is: 
Wireline sewice is fixed to a specific lxaiion. The NPA-NXX pomon ofthe 
subscriber’s telephone number is associated w i h  a specific geogmphic rate center. and 
h e  subscriber’s service must be sited wirhln that rate center’s geogmphy.’b 

l b i s  facrual description of porting between wueless and wireline. in terms of mumpiions and 
conditions. was tenrarivcly agreed upon during the Ocr 6-7. 1997 W T F  meeting. 

Wireline carriers do offer Foreign Exchange Service where a cusromer can receive a telephone 
number 6om a differcni raie center &an their physical location. Funher, wireline carriers can provide a 
“personal mobility” service as defined by the ITU-T. 

I, 

16 
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Wireless service is mobile and not fued to a specific location. While the wireless 
subscnber's NPA-NXX is associated with a specific geogmphic ratc center. the wireless 
service is not limited to use within that rate center. 
Consequently, when a wireless subscribcr pons a number to a wireline carrier. the potential exiss  
that the subscriber's NPA-NXX will not associate with theu desired wireline service rate center. 

2.2 h u e  Awareness 

The FCC is aware o f t h e  above fundamental aspects of wireline and wireless operation and that 
terminal mobility is  an inrnnsic pan of Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) Indeed. !he 
FCC directed NANC to squarely address h i s  issue when i t  slated: 

" The  NANC must also consider other issues of concern to CMRS providers. such 
as how IO occoumfor differencer berween sewice area houndawes for wrrelme 
vernu wrreless servrces and how to implement number portability UI a roaming 
environment."" 

Th is  issue, in fact. has been known for some time. The conditions necessary for porting IO a 
wireless or wireline provider were investigated by the wireless indusuy in early 1997 and releared 
in the Apnl 1 I , 1997 document: CTIA Report on Wirelcss Number Poriabilir?.. Section I .6.3 
("Ponmg To and From .) discussed the criteria n e c e s s v  when porting IO and from wireless 
wireline c a m e r s  

"Consequently. to maintain consistent raring from thc calling party's penpective. 
porting from a WSP (Wireless Service Provider) to a wireline service provider can 
only occur when thc rcsulting wireline servicc is gcographically located within the 
wueline rate center associated wim the poned MDN (mobile directory number).''" 

Many of the service provider participants m the CTlA activity that produced the above repon are 
parficipanu in thc NANC WWlTF 

3.0 Discussiodlmpacts 
3.1 Possible Solutions 
Alhough several alternatives to resolve rhe apparent "disparity" issue have been identified. most 
either do not meet the unplemcntation objectives dcfined by the FCC: have a negative unpact on 
numbeMg resources; cause severe customer disnrption: or. result m new dispanties with harsher 
and longer ierm consequrnces than the issue under consideration. However, many wireless 
service providers do not a g e e  that arriving at a perfect solurion i s  a necessary prerequisite to h e  
implemenlation of wireless wireline ponability They argue, here. h a t  the benefits tocompetition 
of number portability uansccnd any temporary "dispanry" rhat may occur while a longer-term 
solution is realized. 

Among the alternatives considered are: 

3.1.1 Location Ponabil i ry 

WWlTF reached consensus that location portability could resolve the pariry Issue, as documented 
in the background scction: "Location portability may extend the scope of number portability 
beyond the rate center.. . .''Iq Various issues have been identified regarding location portability, 
but the capability has been recognized as providing additional benefirr, to consumen and is 
discussed as a mechanism involved in terrain types of number pooling. However, there are no 

17 Telephone Number Portability. ,%and ReporrundOrder, CC Docket 95-1 16 (rcl. Aug. 18. 
1997). 7 9 I ("Number Porrabiliry Second Reporr and Order") (emphasis added). 

CTlA Repon of Wireless Number Ponability, Section 1.6.3.2. page I S .  
"Background Material - Wirclcss-Wireline Service Provider Portability". Section 4 .  

I, 

I9 
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directives for the irnplernenmion of location ponabilir).. and it is not a requuemenr for opening up  
local markee to competition. 

3.1.2 Rate Center Consolidation 

As wireline rare centers arc consolidated, the likelihood increases thaL when p o h g  (0 a wireline 
carrier, a wireless subscnber could be served in the same rate center that is associared with their 
wireless NPA-NXX While the definition of rate centers is under the junsdiction of each state. 
this mechanism could ameliorate the “disparir)..” and provide an indusp-acceplable alternative 
unril longer term solutions are in place. 

3.1.3 CMRS Number Assignment 

CMRS carriers could obtam additional NPA-NXXs in all wireline rate centers and provide new 
subscribers a telephone number based on their corresponding wireline residential rare center. This 
would allow some of the newer CMRS subscnbers to pon to wueline providers with no unpact. 
However, the assigment of NPA-NXXs for every rate center is neither an efficient use of 
numbers. nor a necessity for wireless carrier operation. With this solution. pre-existing CMRS 
customers would not be afforded the ability to port unless, by happenstance, their desired location 
for wueline service was in the same rare cenicr as thcu wireless NPA-NXX. 

3.2 
The FCC has mandared that NANC incorporate CMRS into scrvicc provider portability 
Specifically, i t  states: 

Role oCNQNC with  respect to ChlRS porting 

“At the same tune. *e recognize that it will probably be necessary to modify and 
updare the current local number portability standards and procedures in order to 
suppon wireless number portabili ty... Thus, we direct the NANC to develop 
standards and proccdurcs necessary to provide for CMRS provider paniciparion ~n 

local number ponabihy”’O 

Consequently, NANC h a s  an obligation to Fulfill [hi5  directive. 

3.3 Role of the WWTTF 
The WWlTF has been charsed with defining !he architecture changes necessary to intcgratc 
wireless servicc providers. I t  was recognized early on by some that this might involve discussion 
of location ponability or n t e  center consolidation and was meniioned during the initial meetings 
of the WWl’rF, bui there was not a consensus to either solution a! it related to wireless Service 
Provider  integration^ 

To date, no work has  been conducted on any potential solution to the so-called issue of 
“disparity.” Some members o l lhe  W T F  have argued that smce the architecnrre does not 
suppon location ponabiliry and since the states determine rare centers. then porting From wireless 
to wueline should nor exist or should be deferred as long as the difference in service defmition 
exisrs Others have argued that the conditions that exist for porting between wireline and wireless, 
although not 100% equal, are not gounds for deferring portability between wireline and wireless 
and do nor require any near term solution. 

Thc FCC has indicated b a t  delaying the portability implementation until all providers have the 
same capabilities is notjusrified: 

“Mile  delaying implemenration of number portability unril all wueless concerns 
are fully addressed m i g t  result in an easier nansirion to a number portability 
environment for CMRS providen, we believe that such delay would be contrary to 

” 
Number Porrabiliry Second Reporr md Order. 7 9 I 
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the public intercsr because a far greater number uf wirelme customers could not. 
d u i n g  h c  period of delay, switch local providers without also changing telephone 
numben. At the s a m e  tune, we recognize that it will probably be necessary io 
modify and update rhe currenr local number pombiliiy standards and procedures 
in order IO support wireless number portability"" 

As recently a Deccmber 5. 1997. the FCC's intention 10 include all wueless cmiers ,  cellular. 
PCS and covered SMR. was reaffirmed when. rn conjunction with its Automatic Roaming Docket. 
it arked. 

"The Commission also invites comment on whether our roaming proposals are 
technically compatible with the CMRS number ponability requuemenrs 
eslablishcd in the Number Porrahrlrry Firsr Reporr and Order in CC Docket No 
95-1 

Obviously, ifthe FCC is concerned about the effects of number portability on roammg, it does not 
envisage number ponabiliry solely in the context oi fwed wireless services. 

3.4 A temporary "disparity" will not create a severe competitive impact 
With respect IO the "dispariry" issue. it should be r e c o p z e d  that, withour making modifications 
to the architecture. there is an a s F m e p  in porting beween wireless and wueline. However. 
refusing 10 solve the issue of "dispxily" by refusing to consider available oprions is a guaranree 
that the issue will not be resolvcd. 

Ironically. some members of W T F  argue that the rest-ictions ofponing from wueless to 
wueline are a "cornpeiirive dispanr)." but those same members state: 

"The smple  fact is that consumers are not expected to replace their wueless service 
with wueline service or vice versa in rhe loreseeable furure~"" 

If no one is expected 10 pon from wueless to wirelint.. h e n  what is the "disparity" concern? 
There would be no desire by the consumer to do so. and consequently no need for archirecrural 
changes ai this time 

However, there are participants m W T F  that perceive some potential in ponmg from wireline 
IO wireless. and thr FCC mandate indicates that they should not be denied the benefits of 
competition. Indeed. the FCC'. m IIS Telephone Number Porrobiliry Firsr Reporr and Order. 
ordered lhar LECs provide telephone number ponabilily io all telecommunicallons service 
providen. includmg CMRS. 

One philosophy is to slow down competition to reflect the lowest common denommator. As 
indicated by the FCC. delaying unplementation unti l  all issues are resolved is not always m the 
best interest of competition. M i l e  this might result in a .'disparity" in d c  perspective of some, it 
reflects that "Competition will come m fits and s m . ' " '  

id. 
Commission S e e k  Addilional Comment On Auiomatic Roaming Proposais For CellUl2J, 

I, 

L2 

Broadband PCS. And Covered SMR Networks, Public Notice, CC Docket No. 94-54, DA 97-2558 (rel. 
Dec. 5 ,  1997) 
LI 

to Wireless - Wireline Integration Task Force. December 4 ,  1991. 

REP.. Nov. 24. 1997, at I2  (quoting FCC Commissioner Harold Furchgon-Roth). 

"Alternatives for Provision ofNumbcr Portability". G .  Flemming and D. Englcman. conmbution 

See Debra Wayne. New FCCcommrssioners are mum on pending wireless issues. RADIO COMMS 2. 
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A5 explicitly directed by the FCC, NANC is to d e f i e  how to mtegate wircless into thc exlstlng 
Service Provider portability architecture. The impacts of poning beween wireless and wireline 
were identified by the wireless industry early on. and allhough there is agreement that long term 
solutions, such as location portability, would remove any disparity. there is not agreement that 
there is a need for a solution prior to the implementatlon o i  wireless wireline ponability In fact. 
no evidence has been prcsented at W T F  that the current number portability architecture would 
technically havc any detrimental call routing or n t i n g  impacs. 

To date, WWlTF effor?s have focused on why the FCC Order should be 
reconsidered rather than focusing on defining how io implemenf fhe Order. 

Arguments that pronibit the full integration of wireless wueline number ponability should be 
rejected. The WWITF should dcfmc a solution IO the “disparity” issue and to be fully c o g n h t  
that wireless wireline ponabilily will continue on schedule. even with a temporary “dispanry.” 
until a defined solution can be implemenred. 

1.5 Letter From the NANC 

February 19. 1998 

Elwood Kerkakger 
Vice Presidenf Techolog Masm~cnuC 
295 Nonh Maple Ave. 
B a s k g  Ridge, NJ 07920 

Terry Appenzcller 
Ameritcch Serviccs 
2000 W. Ameritech Center Dnve 
Locadon 4G42 
Hoffman Esrares, ILL 
60 I 96 

At the me&ng ofthe N o h  Ammian Numtctmg Council (NAN0 yeaerda?. h e  Councd 
mernters midcrcd the qu&onr rad in your January 7 lmu 10 me concerning “Uuee 
key quaoom. . . for wtuch Local N m b a  Porabilrry Archkmnt Working Gmup 
(LNPAIWG) is seeking drru7ion 6 w 1  the NANC ”. 

The Council concluded that i t  would nor take a position on the public policy 
questions raised in your letter. Rather the Council concluded that it would direct 
the LNPA/WG to complete its work regarding the standards and procedures 
necessary to provide for CMSR provider panicipation in Local Number 
Pombility for submission to the Federal Communications Commission on or 
before May 18. 1998. 

The Council also ageed IO provide ro the Commission factual information 
regarding the issues you have identified commonly termed “rate center 
disparity.” 
Please call me if you have any questions about this matter. My number is 71G 
334 9419. 
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